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BEFORE THE 
VIRGINIA STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

Petition of 1 

Cavalier Telephone, LLC. ) Case No. PUC2002 
i I 

For Arbitration with Verizon Virginia, h c .  ) 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 ) 

pursuant - to 47 U.S.C. 5 252(b) of the 1 
L O I t l m U N  ‘cations Act 01393% , as amenaea by rhe ) 

PETITION OF CAVALIER TELEPHONX, LLC 
FOR ARBITRATION 

Cavalier Telephone, LLC (“Cavalier”), through its undersigned counsel, hereby petitions 

.- 

the Virginia State Corporafion Commission (“Commission”) to arbitrate unresolved issues in the 

negotiation of an interconnection agreement with Verizon Virginia, Inc, (“Verizon”), pursuant to 

Section 252@) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act 

of 1996 (“Act”), and the Commission’s Procedural Rules for Implementing Sections 251 and 252 

of the Act, 20 VAC $5 5-419-10 ef. seq. In support of this Petition, Cavaher states as follows 

PARTIES 

1. Petitioner Cavalier a certificated local exchange carrier providing service in 

-competitionwith V&n 1x1 vaious locations throughout Virginia. Cavalier-is a !‘Iocal -- 

exchange carrier” and a “telecommunications carrier” within the meaning of the Act,‘ and a local 

- 
I 47 U.S.C. §$153(*, 153(44). 
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exchange telecommunications provider under Virginia law: as authorized by the Commission 

pursuant to Va. Code Ann. 956-265.4-4. ’ Cavalier’s official business address is. 

2134 West Laburnum Ave. 
Richmond, Virginia 23227 

The names, addresses, and contact numbers of cavalier’s representatives for 2. 

purposes of this proceeding are as follows: 

Martin W. Clifl, Jr. 
Vice President,kegulatory Affairs G&ed  Counsel 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2134 W. Laburnum Ave. 
Richmond, VA 23227 
804.422.4515 (tel) 804.422.4517 (tel) 
804.422.4599 (fax) 804.422.4599 (fax) 
mcli ft@,cavtel.com suerkins@cavtel.com 

Stephen T. Perkins 

Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2134 W.Labumum Ave. 
Richmond, VA 23227 

Alan M. Shoer Christopher W. Savage, Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel Cole, Raywid & Braverman 
Cavalier Telephone, U C  1919 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W., Suite 200 
1275K Street, NW Washington, DC 20006 
Washington, DC 20005 Tel: (202) 828-9811 
Tel: 804.422.4518 Fax: (202) 452-0067 
Fax: 202.216.0594 chris.savage@crblaw.com 
ashoer@cavtel.com 
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3. Respondent Venzon is an incumbent provider of local exchange services within 

portions of Virginia. Verixon's offices are located at 1320 Noah Court House Road, Arlington, 

Virginia, 22201. Verizm is, md at all relevant times has Seen, an"'incumbent locz! exchmge 

carrier" ("LEC") under the terms of the Act! Verizon Virginia, Inc. is, and at all relevant times 

has been, a "Bell Operating Company" under the terms of the Act. 

4. The name, address and contact number for Venzon's representatwes dunng the 

negotiations with Cavalier is as follows: 

Hernando A. London0 
Gary Librizzi 
Jim Pachulski 
2107 Wilson Blvd, 1 lth Floor 
Arlington, 'JA 22201 
(212) 395-4043 (telephone) 
hernando.a.londono@verizon.com 

Verizon's Local Counsel is: 

Lydia R. Pulley 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Verizon Viginia, Inc. 
600 East Main Street, 11 Ih Floor 
Suite 1100 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
Tel: (804) 772-1547 
Fa~:(804) 772-2143 

. . ~ ~. ~ ~~ .- ~~ ~~ -. ~ ~~ - ~ ~- .. 

JURISDICTION 

5. The Commission has jurisdiction over Cavalier's Petition pursuant to Section 252 

of the Act and the Commission's Procedural Rules for Implementing Sections 251 and 252 of the 

Act, 20 VAC $5 5-419-10 et. seq? Under the Act, parties to anegotiation for interconnection, 

access tu  unb~iectnetwurk-elem-ents; or resale of service within a particuiar state, have a right 

, . ... . . .... ~ ~ ~. . . . .... ~~ ..~. ~. ~ .~~ ... .. . .. . . 

. . . ~  ~ . . .  . .  .. . . . 
. ~, ._ 

See47U:S.C. FZSI(h].' 

See also, VaCode Ann§ 56.1 et seq. (2001). 
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to petition the state commission for arbitration of any open issues whenever negotiatiom 

between them fail to yield an agreement! Under Section 252@)(1) of the Act, the request for 

arbitration of the state comnission may be mzde at any time during Lhe period from the 135* day 

to the 160" day (inclusive) after the date on which the incumbent LEC receives a request for 

negotiations under Section 25 1 of the Act. A copy of an email memorializing the date March 

1 1 , q  upon wbch the parhes agreea negotiations lor an interconnection agreement wth 

Verizon began is attached in Exhibit "A". This Petition is timely filed within 160 days ofthat 

date. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

6 .  This arbitration must be resolved under the standards established in 47 U.S.C. $5 

25 1 and 252, applicable rules and orders issued by the Federal Communications Commission 

fCFCC"), including 47 C.F.R. 51.5 etseq. Further, pursuant to 20 VAC 5-400-1800(6) ofthe 

Commission's Procedural Rules for Implementing Sections 251 and 252 of the Act, 20 VAC 5- 

41 9-10 et. seq., the Commi,ssion may arbitrate contested interconnection issues. Accordingly, 

Cavalier requests that the Commission make an affirmative fiding that the rates, t e r n  and 

conditions that Cavalier requests in this arbitration proceeding are consistent with the 

requirements of applicable federal and state law. Cavalier requests that the Commission 
~ ~ 

conduct an evidentiary hearing, and appoint an arbitrator, arbitration panel, or administrative law 

judge to preside over this proceeding. 
. . .~ . .~ . . ..~. ,.. ~ 

7. Cavalier is aware that the Commission previously has declined to exercise 

jurisdiction over intercoMoction arbitrations involving federal law and instead has referred the 

- 
47 U S  C. 252(b). 

4 



matters to the FCC for resolution? Cavalier wishes to have its disputed interconnection issues 

decided under applicable federal law and does not oppose consideration of its Petition by the 

FCC. To the extent the Commission retains jurisdiction over any portion of the Petition, 

however, Cavalier requests a hearing pursuant to 20 VAC 5419-30(1).’ 

, NEGOTIATIONS 

8. - Cavalier has been negottahng wth Venzon over interconnection ma- 

several months (begmning in 2001 in Virginia and New Jersey). For pnrposes relevant to this 

Petition, with respect to Virginia, Cavalier sent a letter to Verizon on March 6,2002 (attached in 

Exhibit “A”) requesting to begin the negotiation process for all of Cavalier’s operating states 

(Delaware, Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Washington, D.C. and New Jersey). In that letter 

Cavalier requested to ‘‘roll in” the on-going negotiations from Virginia and New Jersey that had 

occnrred since 2001. 

regions, seeking one interconnection agreement that could be adapted for use in a11 of Cavalier’s 

operating jurisdictions, and that request was made in writing by Mr. Clift’s letter to Mr. 

Masoner, dated March 6 ,  2002. 

In short, Cavalier wished to start kesh with negotiations for all its 

9. Verizon responded in an email, dated March 11,2002 (Michelle Miller to Mr. 

.- 
Clifi), also attached in Exhibit “A,“ acknowledging Cavalier’s request to begin negotiations 

towards one agreement for application in Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware and Washington, 
,~ ~ ~ __._ __ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ... 

See Petition ofGlobaI NAPS South, Inc., for Arbitration Punuant to Section 2S2(b) of the Telecommunications 7 

A s t Q J L 9 Q & t c ~ E s t a b ! & . a a . & i k 3 ~ ~  . . A ~ g ~ n t . . ~ j ~ ~ i ~ ~ . ~ . , . ~ ~ . ~  WC€lZOOOl,.- ...... ~ . 

Preliminary Order (Va. SCC Feb. 20,2002) at 2-3. See ako, id., Order of Dirmissal (Va. SCC March 20, 2002); 
See aLFo In the Matter ojPetition of WorIdGm, Inc. Cox VLgnin Telcom, Inc. and AT&T Communications of 
Virginia Incforpreemption of the jurivdiction ofthe Virginia State Corporation Commission regarding 
interconneclion dirputer with Verizon Virginia Inc.. andfor expedited arbitration pursuant to Section 252(e)(S) of the 
Communications Act, CC Dockzt No. 00-218,00-249,00251, DA No. 02-1731( Memrandm and Order Released 
July 17,2002)~f‘Consolidated VkginiaArbibatian-Dfded’$ 

8~ m.chchever lomm itie C o ~ ” ~ i ~ n . s e ~ , ~ ~ v ~ e . ~ - ~ . ~ u ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~  *e.Com,issi6n 
oa an expedited basis, whereupon Cavalier will promptly scek adjudication of this matter before the FCC. 
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D.C. Follow-up emails from Mr. Clift requested that Virginia and New Jersey be included in the 

list, and, on March 14,2002, Verizon confumed that a new time fixme would apply to all states 

@elmwe, Virgink Mary!md, Pennsylvania, Washington, D.C. and New Jersey)? Also, 

Verizon confirmed that the starting date for all states and jurisdictions would be March 11,2002. 

Ms. Miller of Verizon also provided a generic draft Verizon template agreement with state 

specthc attachments for all JUnSdICtIOnS. Ihus, the pa rks  contemplated th at me outcome ot the 

negotiations generally would bind the parties respective operations in these regions, save for 

state specific requirements l o  A copy of the various emails and correspondence, without 

exhibits, is attached as Exhibit “B.” 

10. However, for reasons that have never been explained to Cavalier, and despite Ms. 

Miller’s sending Cavalier a Verizon template document for use in all states, Verizon, without 

checking or agreeing wth  Cavalier, sent Cavalier on May 17,2002 a marked up version of the 

current New JerseyKonecliv Communications, Inc. (“Conectiv”) agreement (in force between 

the parties in New Jersey as a result of the acquisition of Conectiv by Cavalier). Cavalier told 

Verizon that it could not make out the changes from the existing agreement, and requested a 

short list of Verizon changes and/or issues that Cavalier could review. However, Verizon has 

not yet provided Cavalier with such a separate list of its issues to be incorporated into the 

agreement. 

11.  

__ ~ - _ _ ~  -- -~ - _  

Accordingly, on May 29,2002, Cavalier sent Verizon a clear list of its on-going 
. . -  

issues that Cavalier believed needed to be addressed, regxdless of which baseline agreement the 

Attached in Exhibit “El”’are all tbe enrails and correspondence chronologically that evidence the 9 

negotiations and discussions &it have taken place thus fm. 

Becausemast of Cavalier’s current Intercomtioion &eeme&wi&-Werizon hve expired, or are set~to 10 

- esrire.srr~itzclrheen:thegoaknf~pank:tamg~the~ ~ e , - ~ ~ ~ - o ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ . v ~ ~ e . ~ . o p ~ e ~ ~ ~  -~.; . ~ e ~ y ; .  t6e , - ~ a c ~ o i i s  orvug~-4M,. , ~ ~ ~ * c m : w i t ~ i l r ~  ~ e D i s ~ ~ ~  o ~ o ~ ~ i a - ,  

Delaware, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey. 
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parties used. Cavalier's list was based on several years of experience of unresolved 

interconnection problems existing between the parties. Verizon, however, insisted on working 

off its marked up New Jersey agreement, while Cavalier indicated that it preferred to use the 

existing agreement operative in Virginia (an MCYMetro agreement). And, in preparation for 

further conference calls to discuss the matters, Cavalier provided Verizon with a marked up 

amenmenf to toe existlng I"M euo interconnectlon agreement in v l r p a ,  on JUIY I L ,  

2002.l' 

12. The parties then began a series of weekly conference calls, and during the calls 

Cavalier made clear, agaiq that it wished to use the existing Virginia agreement as the template. 

It was (and remains) Cavalier's hope that these negotiations would resolve a distinct and narrow 

set of issues first, which could then be incorporated into the selected underlying interconnection 

template operative in that state. The reason that Cavalier suggested using the MCUMetro 

agreement was due to the fact that it has been in use for much of the company's existence in 

Viginia." 

13. During the lelephone conferences with Verizon over the last several weeks 

Verizon requested that Cavalier supply proposed language related to the issues raised by 

Cavalier, and Cavalier has complied, sending Verizon suggested language that could be 

incorporated into the MCI/Metro agreement. This suggested language was again sent to 
._ ___ ~ -~ -. 

. " . . . ... . . -The.Ggmcnisioo-has die e ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ 0 . a ~ e ~ ~ e n t o n - ~ ~ - ~ ~ . a ~ e ~  foF use-by&vah~.aod. 
Verizon. If the Commission would W e  a furthercopy, Cavalier can provide the Commission with one. 

In an cmail dated July 30,2002, in the hopes of further expediting the resolution over the impasse of which 12 

agreement to use as the template, Cavalier offered to we the soon-to-be fikd conforming agreement in the FCC's 
Consolidated Virginia Arbitratim between V&n and AT&T, MCI. a d C o x  Commnnications, given that this 
agfeewntfepresenWhe most up-to-date position-ofthe-FCC oalhe preper appkatioo..ofthe kct.and..ths~FCC's 
i+mmnling-rulesro manyoffhe industry-widedkpntes-over intercomtection~term. Cavakrpropascd to nsetfris . .  

.~ 1Patter~:thmd~karineaaing - i : m * M * . k & - . & . * ~ e e j -  h3w&&tk ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ o ~ e ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ . n . ~ ~ . ~ , s ~ . p ~ ~ v . ~ ~ e . ~ ~ ~ . ~ e . ~ ~ . ~ o ~ e  ~ ~ * e - ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o t . p . r o ~ - ~ e . ~ ~ ~ v a , i ~  
. . .  

adequate response to this request, as of the date of this filing 
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Verizon on July 30,2002 (attached as Exhibit "C"), with annotations, explanation and notes 

reflecting the parties' negotiations to date. Venzon has not, as of the date of this filing, 

responded to Czmlier's proposed languzge. Finally, while the parties have m t  resolved their 

differences, Cavalier has, and will continue to, negotiate in good faith with Verizon in an effort 

to resolve these disputed issues while this arbitration is pending, and will notify the Commission 

if and when arbitrahon ot certaln issues is no LongEnecessary. - 

STATEMENT OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

14. A s  discussed below, several important matters separate the parties. Cavalier has 

several years of hstrating experiences with many of these issues first hand, and has raised these 

matters in several on-going proceedings. Cavalier is hopefid that these parties can reach 

resolution of these issues with the aid of the Commission in the context of this arbitration. 

These unresolved issues are now presented. 

Issue No. 1: Interconnection Agreement 

Description of Issue: 

Which interconnection agreement shall form the template with which to work in changes 
and amendments particular to the network relationship between Cavalier and VerizOn? 

____ GaV~alierPosieienG ~ ~ ___.. 

Cavalier believes that there are very solid reasons for starting with the existing 
interconnection agreement that is operative in the state as the basic document from which 
to-tleg&Ga&swn&- agmemenk -..'f+eexisting-agreemenk has---been- k-fme-fof-stweFa& 
years; in very broad terns it "works," in that the parties are presently operating under it, 
and - while there are several areas that need to change, as noted below - it adddresses 
the key issues of the ILEC-CLEC relationship; and it was approved by the relevant state 
regulatoxs, and ther-sfore meets the.basic requirements of the law. Given that this was 
legafly aeeephble when &.was adopted, ~ehangees~ .should- be.jtlstified~. by ehmged. 

.. ~ 

to-be-filed conforming agreement in the Consolidated Virginia Arbitration at the FCC as 
the template for use in all of the other states. 
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Verizon Position: 

Verizon wishes to use the New Jersey/Conectiv agreement as a new template as the 
starting point and believes the MCVMetro agreement is outdated. Moreover, Verizon is 
evaluating what appeals it will take in the Consolidated Virginia Arbitration, and will not 
agree to use the conforming agreement m tliat proceeding for a template for all of 
Cavalier’s operative states and jurisdictions going forward. 

Proposed Resolution of the Dispute: 

. 
As discussed above, Cavmer is wilung to 1 a ~ e  the comormmg agreement 10 be nl Ea%i----- 

a Arbitration as the template to establish the basic provisions for 
don agfeement, with the modifilations outlined below. Failing 

that as an option, Chvalier believes that there are very solid reasons for starting with our 
existing interconnection agreement as the basic document f h m  which to negotiate our 
next agreement. Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the language contained at 
pp. 1-2 of Exhibit “C.” 

Issue No. 2: Term of Inierconnecfion Agreement 

Description of Issue: 

How long should the term of the new agreement be? 

Cavalier Position: 

As with the initial agreement between the parties, the term of the amended agreement 
should be three years. Negotiating terms for agreements is time consuming and resource- 
intensive. Once completed, the provisions should be given a commercially reasonable 
period of time to be operative, and three years has been the standard term in Cavalier’s 
agreements with Verizon. 

______I__ .- __-_ - .- - - ----Verizon-Positiont 

Verizon wishes to adopt a two-year term. 

. . ,  Propnsed. Rs?solutiorrofI.~ ‘Suez- 

Cavalier reqtiests that the Commission adopt the language setting forth a three year term 
in Section 2 of Cavalier’s proposed language in Exhibit “C.” 
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Issue No. 3: Directmy Listings 

Description of Issue: 

Should there be a more efficient dmctory listings procedure put in place to handle the 
volume of customers generated by Cavalier service orders? 

Cavalier Position: 

1 here have been s1gnlhcant dlth cumes regaratng the accuracy and tunellness 01 cllrectory 
de the parties’ particular interests, Cavalier believes that the public 
-by inaccmies  in directory listings, and believes that the parties 

need to establish procedures reasonably calculated to produce truly accurate directories. 
The current directory input process places responsibilities on Cavalier to test and correct 
Verizon inputs. Further there are no remedies afforded to Cavalier for publishing errors 
in the white and yellow pages. 

Verizon Position: 

The current metrim address accuracy concerns in the published directory. Further 
modification of the directory processes and mehics are under consideration in the 
Virginia Collaborative and should not considered in these negotiations. 

Proposed Resolution of Issue: 

This has been a major source of controversy to the parties in Virginia, as reflected in the 
Virginia Section 271 proceedings, and given the establishment of an on-going 
investigation of Verizon’s directory processes in the collaborative review proceedings 
established by the Commission’s staff Rather than fiuther delaying results, Cavalier 
proposes addressing these concerns now and recommends adopting the language 
contained at Section 3 of the proposed language in Exhibit “C.” 

Issue No. 3 (a): Verification of Cavalier Directory Lisiings 

Description of Issue: 
. . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . - 

Should the responsibilities of the parties for the verification of directory listings be made 
clearer? 

Cavalier Position: 

Verizon . . . .  already s 
to... mFaCy..&d. 
responsibility for checking the accuracy of directory listings, or to take such 
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responsibility itself. But for the system to work, Verizon needs to state either that it has 
checked - in which case it is responsible for errors - or that it has not. 

Verimn Position: 

1 .  The directory metrics already address Verizon’s accountability. 

Proposed Resolution of Issue: 

Cavalier proposes that the language in Section 3 of the proposed language of Exhibit “C” 
be used. 

Issue No. 3@): Verizon Verification 

Description of Issue: 

Should the patty that verifies the accuracy of the listings be duly compensated by the 
other party for errors that are corrected by the reviewing LEC? 

Cavalier Position: 

If Verizon doesn’t want to bother checking the LVR’s, Cavalier will do so. Logically 
that function is Verizon’s responsibility, since it generates the LVR’s based on 
information provided by Cavalier, and at present Cavalier does not have any direct access 
to the systems that produce the LVR‘s. So, if Verizon wants Cavalier to do Verizon’s 
job, that’s fine; but it is only appropriate h that case that Verkon compensate Cavalier 
for that effort. 

Verizon Position: 

The directory metrics already address Verizon’s accountability. 

Proposed R6olution of Issue: 
__ ~ 

~_.__ -~____._______I 

Cavalier proposes that the language in Section 3 of the proposed language of Exhibit “C” 
be used. 

.. ~.~ . -1ssrre.rv0; 3 ~ 4 :  - e d ~ @ a t i o n  . . .. .. . . . 

liescription of the Issue: 

Should Cavalier be compensated when it checks for Verizon errors and corrects them 
only to .have Verizon commit a- fnrther error? 
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Cavalier Position: 

Cavalier will likely double- check Verizon’s LVR‘s even if Verizon certifies that it has 
checked them, but given a certification, such double-checking would be at Cavalier’s 
own expense. On the other hand, if Verizon, having certified that it has reviewed the 
LVR’s for accuracy, nonetheless produces LVR’s that contain errors, then there should 
be compensation to Cavalier andor its customers for those errors. Over time, this system 
will create reasonable incentives for Verizon to be more accurate in developing the 
LVR‘s and in its listings, which is the goal that should control the Verizon directory 
process, not the goal of having Cavalier do more and more of Verizon’s work. 

Verizon Position: 

The directory metrios already address Verizon’s accountability. 

Proposed Resolution of Issue: _.___._._____......_..-......-.I ~ ~. . .  ~~ ~~~~-~~ ~~ ...~ ~ . 

Cavalier proposes that the language in Section 3 of the proposed language of Exhibit “CY 
be used. 

Issue No. 3(4: GaIley Proofi 

Description of Issue: 

Should Cavalier be allowed to check the a c c w y  of galley proofs prior to publication of 
the phone books? 

Cavalier Position: 

In a project as big as creating a directory, it is important to have many levels of checking, 
including a just-before-publication check of the accuracy of the galley proofs. Note that 
Cavalier is not here proposing to charge VerizOn either for checking the galley proofs or 

last-minute errors to be caught and corrected. 
- - - - - - f o ~ ~ r r o r ~ ~ ~ ~ a g e , - w  

Verizon Position: 
~~ ~ .~ .~ ...... . .  ~ ~ . .  ~ . .  .. . . . ~ ~ .  . ~ ... .. 

Current LVR and GUI interfaces provide sufficient tools for Cavalier to check customer 
liS&.g&. 

Proposed Resolution: 

Therr: is no current test of the accuracy of the actual publicdon listings. Cox estahlishd . .. 

in tistimany in .UE Virginia r i 1  h e d i n g  ttut fidi kauth mikes a. ga~ey  praaf 
available to CL.ECs to spot check the accuracy of the proposed publisliccl listings. A 
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similar process would go a long way to ensure Cavaliex that its customers listings will be 
placed m the phone books as requested. Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the 
language contmed in Section 3 of Exhibit “C.” 

lssssrze No. 3(e): Post Production M ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ e m e ~ i e s n i ~ I ~ ~ ~ i e d  Damages 

Description of Issue: 

Should Verizon compensate Cavalier at a set amount in liquidated damages for errors in 
the directory caused by Verizon? 

Cavalier Position: 

A Cavalier customer who is not in the directory suffers real harm. There is essentially no 
legitimate justification that Cavaher can imaghe for the situation addressed by this 

directory. When that occurs, Cavalier incurs a significant loss of customer goodwill, as 
well as various out-of-pocket costs trying to maintain that goodwill. As a result, in these 
circumstances it is completely appropriate for Verizon to make payments to Cavalier to 
reflect the tangible and intangible costs that Cavalier incurs. Note that these payments 
would only apply where Verizon has made the error. 

- - _ _ ~ _ _ _  section, ___ i.e., a customer - ._ listing included _ _  in - the LVR but somehow . -..- omitted ftom the final - _. - 

Verizon Position: 

Verizon does not make any financial accommodations for its own customers, including 
credits for telephone service or yellow page ads, and does not feel it should pay CLECs a 
financial penalty for these errors. 

Proposed Resolution of Issue: 

Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 3 of 
Exhibit “C.” 

Cavalier Positioo: 

The party with d u a l ,  operational responsibrlity f6r performing ~a Rmetien is the party 
who s h d d  bear the risk of that hc t imi  .__~ b&ngprf&%d ~ 

number, etc.) accurately into directories, and the parties can sort out a way to have 

.- mQ,:& g , ,  we 
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Cavalier perform that function, that would be fine with Cavalier. In that case, Verizon 
would not bear the risk of error since it would not be performing the relevant functions 

Verizon Position: 

The current directory inputherification process is functional and working properly. 

Proposed Resolution of Issue: 

Cavalier requests lhat the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 3 of . .  

. .  Issue No. 4: Compensation for Cavalier Trunking and’Transport 

Description of Issues: 
~ ~ - ~. .... 

Should Cavalier be compensated for the transport of Verizon’s traffic &om the 
collocation location back to Cavalier’s Switches? 

Cavalier Position: 

Pursuant to FCC niles, and the recent FCC MCVAT&T/Cox interconnection arbitration 
decision, issued on July 17,2002, Cavalier may choose a single point O f  interCOMeCtiOn 
(POI) in a LATA. Thus, Cavalier should receive compensation for oneway or two-way 
bunks provisioned by Cavalier that service Verizon’s traffic back to Cavalier’s switches. 
The rates charged by Cavalier will not exceed the rates charged by Verizon. Cavalier has 
further outlined its position in a complaint pendig with the p om mission.'^ 

Verizon Position: 

Not known 

Proposed Resolution of the Issue: 

The FCC has concluded that Verizon’s preferred lanwge regarding Geographically 
Relevant Interconnection Points (“GRIPS’’) and the artificial distinction between a 
physical point of interconnection and an “economic” interconnection point is contrary to 

- t h e - - A e t : 1 ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ d ~ . ~ F ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ . ~ ~ ~  
requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in Sections 4 and 21 of 
Exit‘hit “C.” 

s m ~ w ” N +  p F J ~ ~ ~ - Q a Q 8 p .  I3 

~ .. .~ .~. . .~  ~~ ~. ~. .... ~ . 
“ See Consolidated Virginia Arbitration Order at 111[ 36-72. 
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Issue No. 5: No Facilities for UNE T-1s 

Description of Issue: 

Can Vexizon continue to reject UNE T-1 Orders for “no facilities” as outlined in their 
current policies? 

Cavalier Position: 

Clrcumstances where Venzon will not establish- are outlined in Venzon ’~‘ar~tt 
No. 203, Section 2, Otherwise, Vekon  must accept .. ~. ~ and. ~ provision ~ . .. . the Cavalier .. . .  order, as 
it would its own customers. Mo&ver, the requirement for Caval& to place ‘three 
separate orders for the same T-1 circuit is wastehl and diSCrhiMtOrY. Cavalier has 
raised these issues with Verizon.in many forums and has a pending complaint with the 

15 C p ~ ; i o ~ n ~ - v . e ~ r e ~ .  .- ~ ~ .. -. -~ .~ ... ~ 

Verizon Position: 

The provisioning of UNE Tl’s as outlined in the July 2001 industry letter conforms with 
the Act and requiring Cavalier to submit three orders for one product is necessary and the 
only method available for Cavalier to order high capacity wholesale senices at UNE 
rates. 

Proposed Resolution: 

Verizon’s UNE T-1 policy was declared to be illegal by the hearing officer assigned to 
review Verizon’s Virginia Section 271 application.’6 Verizon has failed to recognize this 
ruling or to modiljr its policies to be consistent with the hearing examiner’s findings. 
Further, Verizon has objected to Cavalier’s language to correct the deficiencies in this 
policy, concerning UNE DS1 loops. Instead Verizon requested that Cavalier enumerate 
what specific actions Verizon is requested to take in provisioning such circuits. Cavalier 
has requested that Verizon specify what actions Verizon will not take in provisioning 

language, attached in Exhibit “c”-that details the rationale for the language that is in line 
with the heiring examiner’s ruling and in conformance with the Act. Cavalier requests 
that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 5 of Exhibit “C.” 

s u c h c i r c n i t s r I d r r t o a d v a n c e 7 z e g o t i a t i o  ‘ o i* -eava l~~roposeh- -  

. ~ ......................................................... ~ ~ ~... . ~. .~ . ~ .  ~ . .  ... 

IS See Case No.~PUC ZOOZ-.QQO&8. 

l6 

Jr., Hearing Examiner, dated Juty 12,2002 atpg. 11s (“i find that to fnltlll our consulting role &e eonrmiSsion 
See In the Matter (J Yerizan Virginia, Inc.. Case No. PUC-200240046, Repad af Alexander F. Sk*p;m, 

15 



Issue No. 6: Bethia Exchange 

Description of Issue: 

Should the pricing of UNEs be changed/lowered in Bethia, given the obvious changed 
demographics/costs? 

Cavalier Position: 

of the Bethia area in terms of residential and commercial growth have profoundly 
changed the cost. That’ &a  is^. &e~ 0th- Richiiiond .areas,- U;itb .low& group 
classifications. ’I%(: Wire center should be changed to a lower classification consistent 
with other wire centers with similar demographics. Cavalier raised these matters in a 
petition with the Commission and Verizon successfully moved to dismiss the matter 
where the Commission stated the matter would be a proper subject for arbitration. 

___---- __ lp- .~ ~- 

Verizoo Position: 

The Bethia wire center cannot be changed in isolation. 
updated. 

Proposed Resolution: 

All rate centers need to be 

Bethia may once have been mal enough to justify treatment as a non-Group 1 exchange, 
but by now - and certainly during the three-year projected term of the new agreement 
- it should be viewed as Group 1. Cavalier also believes that the parties should develop 
generalized language about adjusting the density cell assignments to be applied in future 
to specific central offices. Cavalier believes that some such adjustments should be 
possible, just as they are with LATA boundaries and local calling areas. Cavalier 
requests that the Cclmmission adopt the language contained in Section 6 of Exhibit “C.” 

- I ~ s u e ; W o i ; 4 - D ~ ~ ~ b s € ~ i b ~ r - ~ ~ n e ~ ~ . € ~  ~- 

Cavalier Position: 

Tke rates filed by Verizon .with tke Cemmission ip. December 2000 have not been 
approved. Provisioning should be compkted by these rates far an interim -. period, . with.aFl . . . ~  . . .  . . . .. ~ . ~ . . ~  . . . . .  ~. 

~ . . . . ... ~. .. . ~ . .  

SeeCase No. PUG2002-010213 17 
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billing subject to true up. Either party at any time may petition thc Commission to 
address the rates, and if the Commission declines, may petition the FCC. 

Verizon Position: 

The DDL rates were approved by the New York Public Utility Commission. No other 
hue up in necessary. 

Proposed ’Resolution: 

Itl oral a scuss~ons, Cavaner noted mat it ha0 sent Venzon a proposea re wsion to 
Verizon’s DDL amendment. Verizon asserted that it had no record of that proposal.. 
Cavalier therefore re-sent the proposal to Verizon by e-mail on July 24,2002 aid haS not 
heard back &om Vljrizon about the matter. Cavalier therefore suggests that its proposed 
amended language, set forth in Exhibit “C” is appropriate. Cavalier recognizes that in 
the normal ___--- course Verizon will file terms and conditions .- apdicable to conditioning ~~ loops, 
and is prepared to .accept the outcome of any proceedings associated with such filings. In 
the meantime, however, the parties need an agreed rate to apply to conditioning. $200 
seems extremely reasonable to Cavalier, given that conditioning some loops will be very 
easy, balancing out those where more complex activity is involved. The $200 figure is 
not intended to restrict Verizon’s right to file whatever rates and rate structures it views 
to be appropriate, based on whatever data it may have, for consideration by the affected 
state regulators. Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in 
Section 7 of Exhibit “C.” 

. . .  ... . .~ . . . ..~ ~ . . ... .. . .. . . ~~ 

-- .. .. .~ 

Issue No. 8: 911 Issues 

Description of Issue: 

Should Cavalier be compensated for E91 1 services that it perfoms and/or should Verizon 
be compensated for E91 1 services that is does not perform? 

Cavalier Position: 
~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~ ~ 

In a multicanier environment, Cavalier performs a number of important functions 
associated with keeping 91 1 service running properly, including functions that underlie 
the charges in Verizon’s current 91 1 tariff. Some recognition needs to be made of the 

a revised Verizon 911 tariff that charges for what Verizon does, but does not charge for 
what~~’$&mn-does-not-do. h-dk3lB&w%li#lt-b. fQF~%FiEen-bohWg+3&3 GWdes-for 
the .entire cost of the activity; but then .remit an appropriate portion of .the money to 
Cavalier. In broad. t m s  ‘&is is analog&to jointly provided &e& service, e.g., charges 
to.MCs~ for-acoesswhen tandemfunctiorralilyis provided-by Verizoa.bttt-end-offked. 

. . . .  . . . .-wthwe--- - esrrot*herwm*refer--. 
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customer (in the access case, the IXC; in the 911 case, the county) not to be charged 
twice for the same fiinction. 

Verizou Position: 

Each party should be compensated per their own tariff, regardless of actual senices 
performed. 

. . . . .  

Proposed Resolution: 

llus matter seems frurly sunple. The soluhon in those cmumstances IS to have each 
party get paid for what . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  it does, and for the customer (in the access case, the IXC; in the 
911 case, the county) not to be charged twice for the same hct ion.  Cavalier requests 
that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 8 of Exhibit "C." 

.. ~ . . . . . . .  

-~ ~~ ... _ _  ..... -. Issue NO- 2 S ~ r k P W r  ....... .. ... 

Description of Issue: 

Should a better dark fiber inquiry/ordering process be established? 

Cavalier Position: 

The current system for making dark fiber available to Cavalier is fraught with excessive 
red tape and delay. The inquiry, response, and field trial methods employed by Verizon 
cause unnecessary delay. Verizon needs to establish a system by which a reasonable 
inquiry can get a reasonable and meaningful response. 

Verizon Response: 

The current process. is functional for Cavalier. 

Proposed Resolution: 

The current system for making dark fiber available to Cavalier is, in a word, broken. We 
need to establish a system by which a reasonable inquiry can get a reasonable and 
meaningful response. We would welcome a meaningful discussion with Verizon about 

Cavalier's proposed language concerning dark fiber, without stating its reasons or 

ameudment?~ . .  and p d k d  pf.v@io~&g agreements Maryl.and and Vi@+. Also as an 
interim measure, Verizon has provided Cwalier with a da& fiber amendment for 

. ............ - .. - ~ ~ m m t i v m p p m z c l r e s R m m ~ ~ ~ ~  ,;.tferizolTlrasntl+t*~- ~ ' 

proposing my .&-fjve f-: +p&,+&&,.-cm&a ..hm- si*& d.& .&w 

- 
has proposed language, in Exhibit "C" that would form&e a more efficient process for 
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inquiring and reserving available dark fiber. Moreover, Cavalier’s language fits within 
and is supported by the. FCC’s recent Order in the Consolidated Virginia Arbitration.” 
Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 9 of 
Exhibit “C.” 

Issue No. 10: Collocation 

Description of Issue: 

bl‘l I 

Cavalier Position: 

Collocation arrangements are in need of improvement. The intervals for applications are 
too long and cumbersome, Cavalier should be allowed to step into the shoes of a third 
party’s colloca~i;iii-an;mgements-~~n-cavalier acquires the equipment out of a 
bankruptcy proceeding, and Cavalier should be able to use tie-wraps in its collocated 
equipment. Verizon uses tie wraps in many settings (customer locations, outside plant 
casing, within its own central offices (as installed by the manufacture), proving that this 
does not represent a serious accident risk Cavalier should be permitted to use tie wraps 
in its own collocated space. In addition, the escalation procedures need improvement. 

__  ~~~ __ -~ - _ _ _ _ ~ ~ - -  

Verizon Position: 

The use of tie waps presents a safety hazard and current intervals and collocation 
procedures are adequate. 

Proposed Resolution: 

Cavalier has proposed language previously provided to Verizon. The parties have also 
orally discussed problems with accession to collocation space vacated by competitive 
local exchange caniers who are in bankruptcy proceedings or have gone out of business, 

.- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a v ~ e l ~ ~ ~ s e ~ - ~ ~ U Q ~ a t i ~ ~ a G ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
proposed language, in Exhibit ‘IC” to address these collocation matters. The language 
proposed by Cavalier to address this provision is not a new collocation arrangement, but, 
instead, a modification to an existing one. Handling a proposed modification should be 

designed to address a current dispute which adds significantly to Cavalier’s operational 

10 of Exhibit “C.” 

- & & M - d l e - m  a ~ ~ ~ a e w - e o l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 8 -  

haSSkS. &%%!&a FP44U&S &&the CQmkSkll2 &Q@ the G@E&%kd In &%kU? 

See Virginia Consolidated Arbitration Order at 8445-483. I8 
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Issue No. 11: Customer Contacts 

Description of Issue: 

Should there be a more defined process of ensuring customer confidentiality is protected? 

Cavalier Position: 

The current agreement covers this topic in broad terms. What we need is better trainine v 

m, ana entorcemenf of, tne present provlsions. IUS pmposea on wes care or mar. 
In addition, this language would more closely track the responsibilities set forth by the 
FCC’S recent CPNI 

. ~. .~ ~. . . ,  . . ~ .  . . .  .. 

Verizon Position: No additional language is necessary. 
~ .- 

Proposed Resolution: 

In oral discussions, Cavalier bas noted that the general language in the current Virginia 
and Pennsylvania (MCIMetro) agreements is favorable, but is not strong enough to deter 
certain problems with contacts by Verizon retail personnel or Verizon’s zffiliates’ 
personnel. To ensure that Cavalier’s position is clear to Verizon, and to ensure that 
Cavalier does not misstate Verizon’s position, Cavalier therefore proposes language h m  
Attachment VIII, 5 1.1.1.2 of the MCIMetro agreement. Basically what we need is better 
training in and enforcement of the present provisions. This proposed addition takes care 
of that. Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 11 
of Exhibit “C.” 

Issue No. 12: Erroneous Billing of Prior Verizon Customers. 

Description of Issue: 

Should Verizon pay a penalty when it continues to bill Cavalier’s customer after leaving 

Cavalier Position: 
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damages provisions exist to compensate Cavalier for the harm to Cavalier and its 
business reputation and to provide a reasonable incentive to Verizon to avoid the problern 
in the future. 

Verkca ?cs%m: 

Verizon has set up ‘an independent team to addresthese concerns. 
. .  

. Proposed Resolution of Issue: 

Cavalier requests that the Comssion adopt the language contamed m Sechon 13 oi 
Exhibit .. “C.” . , 

Issue No. 13: Joint Implementation Team 

. .  
~ --_Demw&o!UofIssue: ~ ~~~~ ~. _ -~ .. ~.. 

Should there be special procedTes that apply in mass migrations or large scale ordering 
projects? 

Cavalier Position: 

Cavalier has experienced many difficulties in managing projects involving mass 
migrations fiom another CLEC. The parties ought to set up a regular structure for 
identifying and resolving disputes and other issues that arise over the course of their 
relationship. The following provisions are designed to do that 

Verizon Position: ”he current escalation procedures %e satisfactory. 

Proposed Resolution of Issue: 

The parties ought to set up a regular stmcture for identifying and resolving disputes and 
other issues that arise over the course of their relationship. Cavalier’s proposed language 

adopt the language contained in Section 13 of Exhibit “C.” 
_. in ~ x ~ ’ e ~ ~ h ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - . -  

Issue No. 14: Treatment of Integrated Digital Loop Carrier Situations 
~. ....-.-~._I.__..____ __ __..____I_._______._._._._ -, . 

Description of Issue: 
. ~. 

Should there, be revised procedyres ‘to allow for a test trial to reduce the volume of 
Cavafier orders rejected for “no’.f~.lities” reasons tied to IDLC? 

. .  ~ .. ~. ~ ~ ~- .. . . ~. . . .  . . .  
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Cavalier Position: 

No facilities issues for 2-wire loop installation continually plague Cavalier. Ve&on 
teshfied in its Vkginia 271 proceedmgs that Cavalier should only experience a “no 
facility” condihon III 1.5% of all orders. When a no facilities condition occurs due to 
IDLC, Verizon testilied that it will find available copper or convert the lime to WLC.  
Verizon that only 1.5% of JDLC‘s cannot be converted. Cavalier has hard data 
accumulated over the past three years that indicate that the 3-5% of it orders are rejected. 
If Verizon testified that the condition is only prevalent 1.5% of the time, it should back 
up this stance with a remedy payment, in the event of a greater occurrence. The parties 
snow engage m a mal m Ma a solunon to me problem. 

- .  

Verizon Position: 

The current metric/PAP process is sufficient. 
- - ~- - ~ - - - - ~~- _ -  ---- -- -- ---- - - 

Proposed Resolution of Issue: 

If Verizon cancels Cavalier’s orders for no facilities due to IDLC more frequently than 
1% of the time then Verizon should compensate Cavalier for the loss. Cavalier requests 
that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 15 of Exhibit “C.” 

Issue No. 15: Hot Cuts 

Description of Issue: 

Should the parties establish a joint trial to better streamline the process of hot cuts? 

Cavalier Position: 

The parties should engage a trial to develop a new software controlled hot cut process 
that would eliminate the “cutover coordination” procedure. The current rate should not 
exceed $35 until such a new process is introduced. 

Verizon Position: 

The development of a new process is currently underway in New York. The New Jersey 
.- . . ..- - ~ - B o a r d - o ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ - - T f i f f c ~ l o c s - n o h r e e d - t o - b e a n y - f . - . . . . . -  -- - ~ . 

trials. 
. .  

Proposed Resalutiou: 

It-is lo= ovcrdue~ forthedevelopment ofa mudemproass k t  reflects areasonable rate 

. .  . .  . 
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, 

network arrangements with Cavalier. Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the 
language contained in Section 15 of Exhibit “C.” 

h u e  KO. 16: Embargoes 0:: Orders & Services 

Description of Issue: 

Should the parties be allowed to embargo the provision of services, absent commission 
authorization, to each other as a mechanism to resolve disputes? 

Cavalier Position: 

In the absence of any specific Commission ruling, the parties should first bring their 
grievances to the Commission for resolution before shutting off service. Until 
determined by the Commission the classification-_qf ‘%ana-fide” rests with the sem& 
provider. 

-. 

Verizon Position: 

Verizon determines if the dispute is bona-fide or not, whether or not the issue is a payable 
or receivable. 

Proposed Resoiution of h u e :  

Given the parties’ history of disputes, we should make clear that - while situations may 
arise where terminating service or refusing to provide additional service may indeed be 
appropriate -‘neither party should rely on “self help” for that type of relief. Cavalier 
requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 1.7 of Exhibit “C.” 

Issue No. 17: Unified Make-Ready Process for Pole Attachments 

-- - -_ Description0Ph:- 

Should a revised and more efficient unified make-ready process for pole attachments be 
implemented. 

. ~ ...... . __ ___ ................................................... 

Cavalier Position: 
. .  , .  . . .  . . .  

h Cavalier’s experience with Verizon, there are inherent &efficiencies in Vedzon’s 
make ready processes, such as the requirement that each party attached to the poles 

ns . . . , - . ,.. ,. 
~ %EZt3nS~FetleSSl366 
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Verizon Position: 

Verizon does not believe a unified make-ready process for pole attachments IS needed 
and has not provided any specific reason justifying this position. 

Proposed Resolution: 

Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 18 of 
Exhibit “C.” 

ra 

Description of Issue: 

Should Verizon’s processes and responsibilities for identifying local traffic and access 
traffic be improved? - 

Cavalier Position: 

Cavalier has identified a problem in Verizon’s processes for identifying traffic as either 
toll or local. This affects many of Cavalier’s access bills to and from other carriers and is 
a problem that should be addressed in clearer responsibilities and procedures in the 
information that Verizon provides to Cavalier so that Cavalier is not overcharging or 
undercharging other carriers and vice versa 

Verizon position: 

unknown 

Proposed Resolution: 

Cavalier requests that the Commission adopt the language contained in Section 19 of 
Exhibit “C.” 

~. ~~ 

Issue No. 19 Network Rearrangement 

Description of Issue: 
...._._...I._.___________________. ~~ ~ . .  .. ~- . 

Should Verizon be allowed to charge Cavalier for Verizon’s network rearrangements? 
.~ .,.. , .  . .  

Cavalier Posi@ivn: 

On.oceasioo, V e d - t e R - - w I U . n o t i C y - ~ a ~ e ~ . ~ . . ~ e ~ ~ ~ - i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  network. 
of &.k&&&& o&-io&ion to another -.___-__ II_ ,-.---I.__ - -.--~.,--”.-=---. 

~. V W r n f i  
location. Verizon then requests that Cavalier compensate Verizon in part for Verizon’s 
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network rearrangements that have little or nothing to do with Cavalier’s use of the 
network. Cavalier believes that IS unfair and discriminatory and that Verizon should bear 
its own costs for such rearrangements. 

Verizon Position: 

Verizon believes that CLECs should share these costs. 

Proposed Resolution: 
- - -  - .  - 
Lavauer requests ttmt me L o m s s  ion aaopt me ranguage Contiunm in secuon LV of 
Exhibit “C.” 

WHEREFORE, Cavalier respectmly requests that the Commission grant the following relief: 

A. That the Commission arbitrate the unresolved issues between Cavalier and Verizon 
within nine months of March 11,2002, the date on which the parties agree that 
interconnection negotiations began; 

~ ~- ~ _ _  

B. That the Commission issue an order directing the parties to submit within thirty days 
of the date of the order  at^ interconnection agreement reflecting: (1) the language 
proposed by Cavalier in Exhibit C, as incorporated into either the conforming 
agreement filed by the parties in the Consolidated Virginia Arbitration proceeding at 
the FCC or the existing agreement operative with the parties in this state; and (2) the 
resolution in this arbitration proceeding of the unresolved issues in accordance with 
the recommendations made by Cavalier herein and in Exhibit C; 

C. That the Commission retain jurisdiction of this arbitration until the parties have 
submitted an interconnection agreement for approval by the Commission in 
accordance with Section 252(e) of the Act; 

D. That the Commission further retain jurisdiction of this arbitration and the parties 
- - - - - - - - h e r e t o u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ e n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~  

the arbitrated interconnection agreement and has N l y  implemented the terms of the 
agreement; and 
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E. That the Commission take such other and further action as it deems appropriate. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Cavalier Telephone, LLC , 

ass is^^ ~.~ C o ~ e l  

Cavalier Telephone, L W  
2134 West Labumm Ave. 
Richmond, VA 23227 
Tel: 804.422.4516 

_̂_..____.__._._I_. 

Fax: 804.422.4599 
dlvnck@pavtelcorn 

Dated: August 14,2002 

. . ~ ~ . . ~  ~ .. . ...,... __ ~~ . ... . . ~. . .... .. . ...~ ~ ~ 
.. . .. .... 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby cerlify that on the 14th day o f  August, 2002, true and correct copies of the 

foregoing Petition o f  Cavalier Telephone, LLC For Arbitration with Verizon Virpinia, hc. 

pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 5 252@) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996, was served by First Class Mail, postage pre-paid, upon: 

Hemando A, London0 
Gary Librizzi 
J u I 1  u 
2107 WilsonBlvd, LlthEloor 
Arkgton, VA 22201 

and delivered via hand delivery to: 

T- 

T)rdiak&&jr - -- ~ - - --- .- . - - - - ___ -. 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Verizon Virginia, hc.  
600 East Main Street, 11" Floor 
Suite 1100 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Office o f  General Counsel 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
Tyler Building 
1300 East Main Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
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